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THE VISIT 


ae the left-wing press in America, although always pushing for togetherness with Soviet 
communism, occasionally, by its handling of the news, reflects the hunger of Americans for an 
American statesman with enough manliness and brains to express the decent national feelings of our 


people. 


For example, at a press conference on January 21, 1959, President Eisenhower was asked 
whether he thought his talks with Mikoyan (Soviet deputy premier who had just completed a 
tour of the United States) accomplished anything. 


Eisenhower said: 


“I sent him a message, because I was very hopeful that he would carry back information 
that is accurate, and no matter what or how much of it must be used, or could be used, for 
propaganda purposes, I would think for his own people he would be indeed accurate in his re- 
porting. And I think there, one thing he must be sure of, that America wants peace, is ready 


to conciliate, it is ready to match reasonableness with reasonableness but it simply won't be 
pushed around.” 


The New York Times and other big newspapers gave this remark front page treatment under 
the headline ‘Nation won’t be pushed around.” 


A. his press conference on January 28, 1959, the President was reminded that he had said 
Mikoyan’s visit here did some good and was then asked whether Khrushchev should make a 
similar visit. The President replied: 


“So far as Mr. Khrushchey’s visit is concerned: You couldn’t do this on the informal way 
that Mr. Mikoyan did. Mr. Mikoyan came .. . as a guest of the Embassy, and he got his visa on 
that basis. Well you couldn’t do that with the head of the government, and it would be some- 
thing entirely different.” 


THE DAN SMOOT REPORT, a magazine edited and published weekly by Dan Smoot, mailing address 
P.O. Box 9611, Lakewood Station, Dallas 14, Texas, Telephone TAylor 4-8683 (Office Address 6441 Gaston 
Avenue). Subscription rates: $10.00 a year, $6.00 for 6 months, $3.00 for 3 months, $18.00 for two years. 
For first class mail $12.00 a year; by airmail (including APO and FPO) $14.00 a year. Reprints of specific 
issues: 1 copy for 25¢; 6 for $1.00; 50 for $5.50; 100 for $10.00—each price for bulk mailing to one person. 


Copyright by Dan Smoot, 1959. Second class mail privileges authorized at Dallas, Texas. 


‘ THE AUG 29 495g =| — 

Report 

| 

| 


SS took deep offense at this remark. 


More than a week later (February 5, 1959) 
Khrushchev (in his closing speech to the twenty- 
first congress of the Soviet communist party) com- 
plained that in saying Khrushchev couldn’t make 
the same kind of visit to the United States that 
Mikoyan had made, Eisenhower was discriminat- 
ing against Khrushchev and depriving him of his 
“rights as a man.” 


In the petulant tones of a spoiled child, Khrush- 
chev said he couldn’t go to the United States any- 
way, because he received more important invita- 
tions than he could accept, and besides he was 
very busy at home; but, he said, Eisenhower could 
visit the Soviet Union, bring anybody he wanted 
and go wherever he liked, even if Eisenhower 
didn’t invite Khrushchev to America. 


These remarkable passages in Khrushchev’s 
February 5 speech to the communist party con- 
gress, followed an embittered tirade against Amer- 
ica and its leaders. Just before “inviting” Eisen- 
hower to visit the Soviet Union, Khrushchev had 
accused Eisenhower, Nixon, and other American 
leaders of behaving like “merchants of death,” of 
disregarding mankind for the “sake of enrich- 
ment,” of warmongering and plotting a surprise 
attack against the Soviet Union. 


At his press conference on February 10, 1959, 
President Eisenhower was asked: 


“Premier Khrushchev seems rather anxious to 
have you visit the Soviet Union .. . . (do) you 
think that might be a useful trip for you at 
this time, or would you prefer to have him visit 
the United States, perhaps?” 


The President replied: 


“You say that it appears that he would like 
for me to come there. Did you read the speech 
in which he suggested that I might come, and 
what he had to say particularly about the United 
States as a whole, its leaders and some of the 
language he used to describe us as a nation — 
and others, even more than myself? 


“I would think that certainly I would have to 


wait for some more official type of, and more, 


let us say, persuasive kind of invitation than 
that.” 


l. the latter part of February, 1959, British 
Prime minister MacMillan, visiting in the Soviet 
Union, suggested a foreign ministers conference 
of the great powers to negotiate the critical prob- 
lem of Berlin. Khrushchev demanded that the 
Berlin question be discussed by heads of govern- 
ment at a summit meeting. In response to this de- 
mand, President Eisenhower said: 


“When the people of the . . . world under- 
stand there is going to be a. . . summit confer- 
ence they expect something to come out of it, 
and a feeling of pessimism . . . would be in- 
creased if you entered such a meeting and then 
nothing really came out of it, as . . . was the case 
in Geneva .... I think it would be a very grave 
mistake to go to a. . . summit conference unless 
there was some kind of preparation so that... . 
the world could recognize the progress made.” 


A a press conference on March 25, 1959, a 
reporter asked President Eisenhower: 


“What, if any, conditions do you attach to 
your attending a summit conference.” 


The President evaded the question. Another re- 
porter pressed it: 


“Mr. President, do we have any new proposals 
to discuss with Premier Khrushchev at the sum- 
mit, and if so, could you tell us something about 
them?” 


The President replied: 


“No, I can’t go into any detail of that... . 
now.” 


Another reporter said: 


“Mr. President, sir, what do you think of a 
series of summit conferences where the world 
leaders could get off in some secluded spot and 
discuss informally the problems of the world?” 


P resident Eisenhower replied: 
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“Well, it is rather difficult to consider such 
a — I mean to visualize such a thing. If you meet 
with a group of world leaders, it is rather hard 
to keep the spotlight off of it. And if you are go- 
ing to talk, doing this informally, it would be 
the batteries of interpreter and recorders and all 
that sort of thing. It would almost inevitably 
change, I think, into something rather formal.” 


| reporter said: 


“I would like to ask about your use of the 
word ‘justify’ in your broadcast a week ago Mon- 
day. You said that we wouldn’t go to the summit 
unless it were justified by a Foreign Ministers’ 
conference. Would the breakdown of a Foreign 
Minister’s conference justify it as well as real 
progress toward an agreement?” 


The President said his meaning was clear: he 
wouldn’t go to a summit meeting unless there was 
enough progress at the foreign ministers’ con- 
ference to justify a meeting at the higher level. 


A nother reporter: 


“On the summit again, Mr. President, in the 
past you have indicated many times that you 
thought the summit conferences were not very 
good means of diplomacy unless they met to 
ratify previous agreements. How do you feel 
now about the argument that the only man in 
Russia you can do business with is Soviet Premier 
Khrushchev?” 


The President replied: 


“Well, I think it is perfectly clear that he is 
the only man who has the opportunity, let us 
say, the authority really to negotiate .. . 


“This doesn’t mean that anyone can command 
anybody else to come to a summit meeting. And 
you can’t bluff them or blackmail them or any- 
thing else.” 


I. the New York Times and other leading 
newspapers across the country, the President was 
headlined as saying in this March 25 press confer- 
ence that the Soviets could not bluff or blackmail 
us into meeting them at a summit conference. 


A. President Eisenhower's press conference on 
June 17, 1959, a reporter said: 


“Do you feel that the prospects for a summit 
conference have grown dimmer since we last dis- 
cussed this with you two weeks ago?” 


The President replied: 


“Well, certainly they have grown no brighter, 
unfortunately. There seems to be, if not an im- 
passe, an unreadiness to discuss things that could 
be classed as giving us possibilities for fruitful 
negotiations at the summit, and therefore I'd 
say the prospects are no brighter at this moment.” 


reporter: 


“Mr. President, with respect to a meeting at 
the summit, you made it quite clear in our last 
meeting, I think, that no head of a self-respect- 
ing government could go into a negotiation with 
other heads of government under any kind of 
ultimatum such as the Soviets have imposed on 
Berlin. I wondered, does the Soviet failure to 
withdraw that ultimatum mean to you that you 
could not go into a summit negotiation on other 
questions such as disarmament, nuclear test sus- 
pension, or any others?” 


te President replied 


“I don’t recall that I put my — my conclusion 
and my statement of a couple of weeks ago on 
the basis just of Berlin. I said that if a foreign 
ministers meeting made such progress as to give 
to any reasonable person the belief that that 
progress would make a summit meeting fruitful, 
then I would be glad to go.” 


reporter: 


“Mr. President, there appears to be some senti- 
ment in Britain for a summit conference, even 
if the Geneva foreign ministers meeting winds 
up without any substantial progress of easing the 
Berlin and other problems. What do you think 
of this idea?” 


The President replied: 


“What I want to point out, that there is — 
that there is developing in the world sort of an 
idea that heads of government can take them- 
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selves away from their normal posts and go and 
do a lot of things that cannot be otherwise ac- 
complished. 


“Now, the foreign ministers of free countries 
are people who go to conferences clothed with a 
very great deal of authority. The governments 
involved normally try to establish limits within 
which their foreign minister can negotiate. He 
communicates with his own government every 
single night. There are exchanges of telegrams 
and cables to keep him informed and to keep the 
government informed so that from the stand- 
point of traditional diplomacy the foreign minis- 
ter provides the mechanism, either he or his 
ambassadors or the government’s ambassadors, 
provide the mechanism through which these 
agreements are supposed to be obtained. 


“Now everybody knows that when you are 
dealing in a dictatorship, there is only one man, 
finally, that can make the decision, a firm de- 
cision, final decision. Therefore there has grown 
the, what I believe to be a false doctrine that we 
should revamp our entire diplomatic procedures 
in order to go to a summit meeting every thirty 
days or so. 


“Now, from my viewpoint, the dictator can give 
his foreign minister just as much flexibility in 
dealing with these troublesome and tough ques- 
tions as can a democracy. Therefore, I think to 
assume that foreign ministers have now become 
useless, they are no good and throw them away 
and make every single head of government or 
head of state to spend his time in work that has 
been the function of specialists in this line, I 
think is a step backward in diplomacy. This is 
like Alexander and Napoleon meeting on a raft 
in a river and settling the fate of the — of the 
then world. 


“You can’t do that. And to my mind, if these 
foreign minister meetings cannot prepare the 
ground and at least — and sow some of the seed 
for accord, then I see no use whatsoever for try- 
ing to have a harvest when there is no planting 
and no tilling.” 


About one week after making those remarks in 
his press conference, President Eisenhower wrote 
a personal note to Khrushchev inviting him to 
Washington. 


On July 1, 1959, the President’s note was de- 
livered to Soviet First Deputy Premier Frol Koz- 


lov, then in Washington, who dispatched it by 
special courier to Khrushchev in Moscow. But 
Khrushchev, who wanted more than anything else 
the prestige of visiting America, would not accept 
until Eisenhower agreed to visit the Soviet Union. 
Khrushchev wanted to avoid the appearance of 
being called to Washington. 


President Eisenhower agreed to pay this bit of 
blackmail: he would go to the Soviet Union as 
the price of getting Khrushchev to come here. 
Shades of Roosevelt bribing Stalin to come into 
the Japanese war which we had already won, 
after Stalin had made it clear that he wanted more 
than anything else to come in and enjoy the fruit 
of our victory! 


The President kept his invitation to Khrush- 
chev a carefully guarded secret. First, he had to 
see how Nixon would be received in Russia. The 
Soviets, of course, welcomed Nixon lavishly. 


On August 3, 1959, Eisenhower called a special 
press conference to break the great news. He told 
the press: 


“For some time back I suggested to the State 
Department that I believed in the effort to melt 
a little bit of the ice that seems to freeze our re- 
lationships between — with the Soviets, that pos- 
sibly a visit such as I now have proposed would 
be useful. And we studied this thing and in early 
July, I initiated the correspondence that finally 
brought about an agreement.” 


The President then handed out a prepared state- 
ment which said, in part: 


“The President of the United States has in- 
vited Nikita Khrushchev . . . to pay an official 
visit to the United States in September. Mr. 
Khrushchev has accepted with pleasure. 


“The President has also accepted with pleasure 
Mr. Khrushchey’s invitation to pay an official 
visit to the U.S.S.R. later this fall... . 


“Both governments express the hope that the 
forthcoming visits will help create better under- 
standing between the United States and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and will pro- 
mote the cause of peace.” 
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A New York Times reporter said: 


“The impression has somehow been received, 
Mr. President, that in considering a possible visit 
by Mr. Khrushchev to the United States, that 
before you would issue an invitation to him, 
there would have to be some evidence of . . . 
give and take on the part of Mr. Khrushchev, 
on western principles. May we take it that there 
has been some such indication?” 


The President replied: 


“No, I can’t — I don’t think you can say 
that.... 


“This is what I have said, that the holding of 
a summit meeting and negotiation, that that 
would be to my mind, absolutely impractical 
and as the State Department says, counter-pro- 
ductive unless we could count on some positive 
results. 


“But I would say these, so far as our discus- 
sions of mutual problems, are exploratory rather 
than any attempt at negotiation.” 


0. August 3, 1959 — the day the Eisenhower- 
Khrushchev exchange visits was announced —a 
report from Geneva, Switzerland said that on that 
day, representatives of the United States, Great 
Britain, and the Soviet Union held the 118th 
totally fruitless meeting in their conference on 
the question of outlawing the testing of nuclear 
weapons. 


On August 3, 1959, the foreign ministers con- 
ference began its tenth fruitless week of negotia- 
tions. The conference ended the next day, having 
achieved nothing. 


The New York Times said: 


“Annoncement of the visits . . . brought an 
everwhelmingly favorable reaction in the United 
States and abroad. In Congress, the Republican 
and Democratic leadership applauded the proj- 
ect in terms that muffle the protests of scattered 
individual members.” 


Mayor Wagner of New York said the city 
would cooperate in receiving Khrushchev as an 
honored guest — although in 1957 Wagner re- 


fused to extend the city’s official greeting to King 
Said of Saudi Arabia, because of reported “anti- 
semitism and slavery” in that country. 


Most of the forty-five state governors, meeting 
in conference at San Juan on August 3, 1959, re- 
joiced at the news of the Khrushchev visit. The 
executive committee of the governors’ conference 
had recommended such a visit — after nine Amer- 
ican governors had toured the Soviet Union, com- 
ing home, they said, “enormously impressed by 
Russian achievements in industry, agriculture, ed- 
ucation, and technology.” 


Homer E. Capehart (Republican, Indi- 
ana) said: 

“It looks like we’re again being taken in by 
the Russians. This time it’s a Republican Ad- 
ministration. Before, it was the Democrats. I see 


nothing the Russians have done to warrant this 
all-out friendliness.” 


Walter H. Judd (Republican, 
Minnesota) said the Khrushchev visit would be, 


“a major advance for him in his relentless po- 
litical offensive to soften up the west preparatory 
to the kill.” 


Onc prominent foreign diplomat in Washing- 
ton said: 


“This is probably a gloomy night in Budapest, 
at least for those who have dreamed of relief 
from communist rule.” 


said the exchange of visits would be 
interpreted throughout Asia as a retreat by the 
United States, because, 


“President Eisenhower said he would not meet 
with Khrushchev unless there were some en- 
couraging progress at Geneva; there was no 
progress, but now the meetings are being ar- 
ranged anyway.” 


0. August 3, 1959, Dr. Carl McIntire, Presi- 
dent of the International Council of Christian 
Churches, 801 Haddon Avenue, Collingswood, 
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New Jersey (not to be confused with the extreme 
leftwing National Council of Churches of Christ) 
said: 


“The president’s invitation to Khrushchev de- 
serves the strongest opposition from Christian 
people in our land. Before God it is morally 
wrong for this nation to receive a bloody-handed 
tyrant who intends to ‘bury us.’ We cannot ex- 
pect almighty God to help us in our struggle for 
survival when we court the chief spokesman of 
the devil who repudiates God. The resistance to 
this visit should be so great that Khrushchev 
will decline to come just as he did in Sweden. 
Our nation is being deceived.” 


0. August 8, 1959, the Tablet, widely re- 
spected Catholic newspaper published in Brook- 
lyn, ran a lead editorial entitled “A Day of 
Mourning,” which said: 


“President Eisenhower recently lamented the 
apathy of many Americans in the face of the 
Soviet menace. He could not understand why the 
tyranical regime in Moscow, dedicated to world 
revolution, was treated so indifferently by many 
citizens of the Republic. His statements were an- 
swered by some of us thusly: if our leaders would 
courageously show independence and unity and 
consistently fight the Red menace, the American 
people would no longer be apathetic. 


“The President’s action Monday, inviting the 
head of the Soviet regime to be a guest of the 
United States, could not by any chance be called 
apathetic. Rather it will appear to many as a 
colossal swallowing of principle, a betrayal of 
our civilization, a misfortune destructive of the 
loyalty we owe to American youths who have 
perished at the hands of Soviet treachery, and an 
insult to the millions of people enslaved by that 
dictatorship. 


“For years — ever since the resumption of dip- 
lomatic relations with the Soviet in 1933 and 
rightedown to the recent attack on a United States 
plane in which Americans either lost their lives 
or were spirited to some foul dungeon in Russia 
— the United States has been abused, attacked, 
insulted, calumniated and threatened by the 
regime whose dictator we are soon to welcome to 
our land. Billions and billions of dollars have 
been expended in erecting a defense against the 
Red threat, in aiding nations opposed to the 
Soviet, and in assisting captive peoples, victims 
_ of the tyranny. In addition, millions of refugees 


from the terror have been assisted following their 
flight from the satellites to freedom. Two weeks 
ago we bemoaned the enslavement of the captive 
nations, while now we invite their jailer to be 
our guest of honor. Has history ever displayed a 
greater contradiction? 


“Khrushchev has told us over and over again 
what he thinks of us. Let us quote him: ‘If any- 
one beliéves that our smiles involve abandon- 
ment of the teachings of Marx, Engels and Len- 
in, he deceives himself badly. Those who wait 
for that must wait until a shrimp learns to 
whistle.’ ‘Your grandchildren will live under So- 
cialism.’ ‘We are discussing coexistence, but of 
course we must realize that we cannot coexist 
eternally, for a long time. One of us must go to 
his grave. We do not want to go to our grave. 
The Americans do not want to go to their graves, 
so, what can be done? We must push them to 
their grave.’ And only recently the same cruel 
ruler told the world he would ‘bury’ us. Talk 
about inviting the undertaker! 


“This then is the man invited to the United 
States. A man whose power rests on treachery, 
double-dealing, brute force and mass-murder, a 
dictator responsible for war threats and for mis- 
eries suffered by millions of people. It is indeed 
a day of mourning not only for our country but 
for the entire non-Communist world, for here 
we are honoring an individual far more repre- 
hensible than anyone in our jails and one who 
will use the public attention given him here to 
promote his campaign of subversion and destruc- 
tion of our civilization. Too bad we do not have 
the strength of little Norway and Sweden, which 
recently told the Soviet dictators, who planned a 
trip to their countries, that he was unwanted. 


“Khrushchev so far has been victorious. He 
torpedoed the Geneva Conference; he expressed 
his desire to be invited to the United States and 
we have acquiesced. He has won all concessions 
and given nothing in return. We hope and pray 
the United States shall not be a doormat for his 
march to continual triumph.” 


0: August 4, 1959, the New York Daily News 
had a lead editorial entitled “Clasp Hands with 
Murder, Mr. President?” which said: 


“There are a few matters we'd like to see the 
President attend to before Khrushchev gets here. 


“For one, how about a special committee to 
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greet the Kremlin No. 1 hood at the Washington 
airport? 


“This committee should include Alger Hiss, 
several known American Communists and fellow 
travelers, and a few top-flight gangsters from 
dope-pushing, prostitution and jewel-theft cir- 
cles. 


“Al Capone and Lindbergh-baby-killer Bruno 
Hauptmann would be ideal members of the re- 
ception committee, but unhappily they are de- 
tained in hell. We thought of nominating Jimmy 
Hoffa, but concluded that he is too nice a chap 
to mingle with Khrushchev. 


“There is also the matter of Khrushchev’s cap- 
tive nations, whose enslavement Americans were 
officially bemoaning a couple of weeks ago. 


“By inviting Khrushchev to call, is the Presi- 
dent backing down from the historic U. S. refusal 
to recognize the Kremlin’s right to keep Albania, 
Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Estonia, 
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Ro- 
mania in chains? 


“If he has not written off these tragic countries 
and their enslaved peoples, will the President 
kindly explain just what he has done in this 
regard? 


“How does Gen. Eisenhower square his invi- 
tation to Khrushchev with the repeated Eisen- 
hower promise not to go to any summit con- 
ference unless the Big Four foreign ministers at 
Geneva should get some real results concerning 
West Berlin? These Eisenhower-Khrushchev pa- 
lavers will be summit conferences in all but 


name. 


“Maybe the President can remove all the above 
objections to the Khrushchev visit. But even his 
talents, we feel, will be unequal to the task of 
making anything except an obscene spectacle 
out of the sight of a President of the United 
States demeaning himself and his country by 
clasping hands (with full news coverage) with a 
creature whose power rests on treachery, double- 
dealing, brute force, and mass murder.” 


0. August 4, 1959, Inform a remarkably good 
private intelligence publication issued by the In- 
ternational Services of Information Foundation, 
3 West Twenty-third Street, Baltimore 18, Mary- 
land, quoted a Polish patriot in Warsaw as say- 


ing: 


“It seems to make no difference to the Ameri- 
cans how often they are cheated, insulted or hurt. 
There’s always another American official institu- 
tion ready to pour American dollars into com- 
munist hands. When the red Russians go too 
far, an exchange of visits and cultural ‘exchanges’ 
seem to heal the American wound.” 


Pretideat Eisenhower as recently as April 4, 
1959, warned against appeasing the communist 
hoodlums, and reminded the world of the price 
paid for appeasing Hitler at Munich 21 years ago, 
for “peace in our time.” 


The President's appeasement of Khrushchev is 
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more disgraceful than Chamberlin’s deal at Mun- 
ich. Senator Everett Dirksen, Republican leader 
in the Senate, once a statesman, inadvertently 
brought this fact into focus when, in congratulat- 
ing Eisenhower for inviting Khrushchev, he said 
that the meeting; 


“can in our time bring relief from unremitting 
tensions.” 


eau Johnson (Democrat majority leader in 
the Senate, from Texas) cynically got the issue 
of Khrushchev’s visit out of focus by saying he 
wasn’t afraid for Khrushchev to come over here, 
because he didn’t think Khrushchev would con- 
vert any Americans to communism. 


No one else thought so, but decent Americans 
shudder at the disgrace of our nation paying hon- 
or and homage to one of the bloodiest monsters 
in history. 


Kicushchev rose to power by serving as Stalin’s 
number one hatchet man. It was Khrushchev who 
supervised the rape of the Ukraine — which cost 
literally millions of lives. Ninety-five mass graves 
at Ninnitsa in the Ukraine—containing nearly ten 
thousand corpses of fully dressed victims, men 
and women, many of whom were still alive and 


gasping for breath when buried —are typical 
symbols of this man whom our President has 
honored. 


It was Khrushchev, the butcher of Budapest, 
who sent Soviet tanks manned by Mongolian bar- 
barians, into Hungary in 1956 to murder men, 
women, boys and girls whose crime was a desire 
for freedom. 


Rupe Lyons, in an article in the Reader's 
Digest rather well summed up Khrushchev two 
years ago: 


“(Khrushchey) achieved his present status by 
unlimited use of brute force. This has been his 
specialty for nearly twenty years. He reached the 
Kremlin pinnacle in the only way that a Soviet 
pyramid of power can be scaled: over piles of 
corpses.” 


How: much rejoicing would there have been if 
Roosevelt had invited Hitler, Goering and Goeb- 
bels to America as honored guests? 


Khrushchev’s crimes against God and man sur- 
pass all of theirs, with millions of victims to boot. 
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KONG AND THE “NEWS” 


by Mabeth E. Smoot 


The Dallas Morning News (Dallas’ “conservative” newspaper) expressed its editorial opin- 
ion about the pending Khrushchev tour on August 17th. 


the News: 


‘, . . «There are two classes of critics of the invitation in this country. The first includes the 
professionals for profit who have found a remunerative field in the wholesome, deep-seated op- 
position to Communism the country over. The amateurs do not always realize it but this class 

PY places them in the uncomfortable position of sharing their perfectly reliable political bed with 
unwelcome bedfellows. The difficulty is to distinguish the pros for profit from the amateurs for 
principle. 

“The other class is made of course of the deeply patriotic, certainly well-meaning anti-Com- 
munists who fear that the Khrushchev invitation will give the Red skipper a big boost in the 
unenlightened areas for which undoubtedly he reaches. There is a decided risk of that. But 


here is the considered liability as to which the President and his advisors certainly know more than 
the rest of us... .” 


Thus, the News makes clear its position in the great struggle of our times: anti-communism 
is acceptable and well-meaning only so long as it is practiced by amateurs. The News believes 


that fighting communism, like indulging in an amateur sport, should be done only by non-profes- 
sionals. 


Why ? 


Would the News fight disease with amateur doctors? Should those who minister to man’s 
spiritual needs have amateur standing only? 


Of course not. But the News would match the unorganized, part-time, but sincere and dedi- 
cated, amateur anti-communists against the deadly moral disease, crime and godlessness of Mr. 
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Khrushchev and his party. 


Khrushchev is a professional politician, profes- 
sional liar, professional opportunist, professional 
murderer. But, according to the News, it isn’t 
sporting, honorable, or decent, for professional, 
full-time, anti-communists to express an opinion 
about Mr. Khrushchev’s visit to America. 


Atenough the Dallas Morning News seems to 
be a going concern, financially, its editors seem 
envious of rich profits being made by publications 
and organizations which are anti-communist. We 
would like to dispel their envy: the time has not 
yet arrived when it is profitable to fight com- 
munism. When that time comes, the number of 
“professional” anti-communists will multiply 
rapidly, their ranks swollen by journalists from 
such papers as the News. But editors of the News 
had better stay where they are for a while and en- 
joy the profits they are now making out of the 
gteat publicity job they are doing for anti-anti- 
communism: we, the professional anti-communists, 
have a long way to go before it will be financially 
safe for them to join us. 


A ctuatty, the editors of the Dallas Morning 
News know that anti-communist publications have 
tough sledding. What irritates them is that any- 
one can make a living doing something which 
they do not have the courage to try. 


While they, and others like them, quiver in fear 
of their advertisers, and of important “civic lead- 
ers,” and of local eggheads who used to be opinion 
formers; while they give front-page news coverage 
to liberal-one-worlders and sponsor awards to 
abortive efforts in modern art which must secretly 
turn their stomachs; while they go along to get 
along — we must make them uncomfortable be- 
cause we, the professional anti-communists, are 
doing what they are afraid to do: tell the truth. 


The News justifies Eisenhowet’s invitation to 
Khrushchev with the argument that is standard for 
all advocates of dictatorship — the argument that 
is typical of all newspapers which have abandoned 


the responsibility of a free press in a free society, 
namely, to examine critically every decision of 
government. The News says: 


“. . . the President and his advisors certainly 
know more than the rest of us. . .” 


li: it is wrong for us to criticize all-wise govern- 
ment, then obviously the only purpose of an edi- 
torial page is to amplify the propaganda of gov- 
ernment. 


Here is how the Dallas Morning News belittles 
the significance of Americans paying homage to 
the butcher of Budapest: 


“,.. you can hazard a guess that most of us will 
view the ruthless dictator as a curiosity on exhibi- 
tion, not as an international headliner. Heck! 
We'd throng the streets to look at King Kong. . . .” 


The comparison of Khrushchev and the gorilla 
King Kong has merit. The likeness is more than 
physical. 


But King Kong was given treatment suitable 
for wild beasts. He never slept at Blair House; he 
was never received at the White House; news of 
him was confined to the amusement page to at- 
tract those who enjoy gawking at monsters; the 
elite did not clamor to entertain him; and civi- 
lized human beings did not urge him to visit their 
cities for the purpose of elevating their prestige. 


King Kong was kept in a cage. 


If our government would make this kind of ar- 
rangement for showing Nikita Khrushchev to 
the American people, anti-communists (profes- 
sional, as well as amateur) would welcome King 
Kong Khrushchev in our midst. 


And there would be a wholesome kind of 
reciprocity in that: Khrushchev’s friends, the 
Chinese communists, have paraded American min- 
isters of Christ and American prisoners of war 
through Chinese cities, in cages like wild animals. 
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THE REAL VOICE OF AMERICA 


The Dallas Morning News asserting that the 
foremost opposition to the Khrushchev-Eisen- 
hower exchange visits comes from “professionals 
for profit” who are “unwelcome bedfellows’; the 
Chamber of Commerce urging a Khrushchev visit 
to Dallas because it would give the city publicity; 
Washington society all a-twitter about the ques- 
tions of whether Perle Mesta and Marjorie Post 
May will be invited to the White House dinner 
for Khrushchev, of who will be given social 
precedence at that affair, of how the State Depart- 
ment is preparing Blair House for a royal wel- 
come to Khrushchev and his wife, and of whether 
protocol will require a 19-gun or a 21-gun salute 
for the Soviet dictator; business leaders and re- 
nowned hostesses throughout the land vying with 
each other for the privilege of shaking the hand 
coated with human gore! The stench of decadence 
in American society is strong! 


But the stench is not great enough, nor the 
prostitute press strong enough, to hide the revul- 
sion of decent Americans who, throughout the 
land, echoed the sentiment of Senator Thomas 
Dodd of Connecticut— that the invitation to 
Khrushchev is a national disgrace. 


0 n August 7, 1959, the Dallas Women’s Cham- 
ber of Commerce sent a letter to President Eisen- 
hower and to all members of Congress, over 
the signature of Mrs. Joseph S. Huston, President 
of the Women’s Chamber. Mrs. Huston character- 
ized Khrushchev as a leader of “government by 
murder and enslavement,” saying: 


“The President will be corrupting the dignity 
of his office when he condescends to tour the com- 
munist country. 


“No benefit can possibly come from Khrush- 
chev’s visit. We all know that he is a man we can’t 
trust. The visit will lend greater strength to the 
communists and will lessen the good opinion of 


the United States in the eyes of uncommitted 
countries.” 


Delisins Styles Bridges (Republican, New 
Hampshire) said that Congress should, and 
would, adjourn so that it would not be in session 
and national lawmakers would not have to be in 
Washington when Khrushchev arrives. Senator 
Bridges also broadcast a warning to Khrushchev 
not to be misled by the “small segment’ of Amer- 
icans who like “to bow and scrape” to communist 
leaders. 


The Manchester Union Leader (New Hamp- 
shire) said: 


“It will be said that the American people owe 
it to President Eisenhower to respect his guest. 
The truth of the matter is that we owe it to our- 
selves to have no part in this despicable business 
of honoring a tyrant whose hands drip with 
human blood. 


“On the contrary, President Eisenhower owed 
it to the mothers and fathers of America not to 
extend this invitation to the man responsible for 
the death and imprisonment of their sons — and 
possibly countless millions as yet unborn.” 


x another front-page editorial, the Manchester 
Union Leader said: 


“Khrushchev wants to come to the United 
States for two reasons, both of them to his ad- 
vantage. 


“Pictures of Khrushchev being wined and 
dined by President Eisenhower and other U. S. 
leaders will be shown all over the world to indi- 
cate to the captive nations that there is no hope 
for them because we have made friends with 
their slave masters. 


“The second purpose of Khrushchev’s visit — 
is to sell the people of this nation on the fake 
idea, that, after all, he is only a fat, humorous, 
easy-going old gentleman and that he and his 
gangster cronies actually are all .very nice and 
very friendly people who have just been misun- 
derstood and want to be our friends. 


“This is all done for the purpose of having the 
U. S. cut back on its missile and defense program. 
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“Then, little by little, after the United States 
has been weakened, while Russia grows stronger, 
will come the final Russian spring at our throats. 
It will be too late to do anything then. 


“This newspaper believes in friendship with 
all nations. It believes the Russian people would 
like to be friends with the people of the United 
States. We certainly know that people in this 
country want to be friends with the Russian 
people. 


“But we are not dealing with the Russian peo- 
ple. We are dealing with the most ruthless collec- 
tion of power-mad dictators the world has ever 
seen. They are now slave masters of a third of 
the world. They will never feel safe as long as 
the rest of the world remains free... . 


“The spectacle of an American President crawl- 
ing before Khrushchev is certainly one that must 
make George Washington, John Adams and 
Patrick Henry roll in their graves. 


“President Eisenhower apparently cannot even 
obtain an answer from Khrushchev as to what 


happened to the American airmen shot down by 
the Russians earlier this year. 


“The stench of the tyrants in our land is not 
a smell to which most Americans will take easily. 
Perhaps, if enough still dare speak out, the 
Khrushchev visit will be cancelled.” 


U. S. Congressman August E. Johansen( Re- 
publican, Michigan) on August 7, 1959, released 
the following statement: 


“Mr. James E. Jackson of the United States 
also visited Moscow this year. 


“I doubt whether you have heard of that visit 
or recognize the name of Mr. James E. Jackson. 


“His trip got none of the fanfare of publicity 
given Mr. Harriman, for example, or Mr. Nixon. 


“And, of course, neither Mr. Jackson’s trip to 
Moscow, nor his return to the United States, re- 


ceived public notice remotely comparable to that 
given Messrs. Mikoyan and Kozlov or the impend- 
ing visit of Mr. Khrushchev. Indeed, it received 
no public notice, period. 


“Yet, in its way, Mr. Jackson’s round-trip to 
Soviet Russia is fully as important as any of the 


other journeys — past or prospective — mentioned 
above. 


“Indeed, so far as helping the American peo- 
ple keep their senses and their freedom, Mr. 
Jackson’s visit — and the awareness of what that 
visit represents — could be of even greater im- 
portance. 


“Mr. Jackson is a member of the Executive 
Committee of the Communist Party, U.S.A. He 
went to Moscow on official business. He went to 
Moscow under official orders. He went there to 
attend the 21st Congress of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union. . . . The delegates to this 
Congress from the United States were there on 
order . . . to obtain instructions. 


“These instructions included directions from 
the Soviet leadership of the International Com- 
munist conspiracy on methods of furthering Com- 
munist infiltration, subversion, and espionage 
with a view to the Communist conquest of Amer- 
ica. 


“Specific subject matter . . . included exploita- 
tion of loyal Negro citizens for Red purposes; 
launching of new infiltration drives in labor 
groups and basic industries; distribution of Com- 
munist propaganda literature; revitalization of 
the Communist youth movement in this country; 
development of an accelerated Communist educa- 
tional program, with national party leaders as 
instructors, and an all-out recruitment of new 
Communist party members. 


“It may help somewhat to offset the beguil- 
ing ‘smiles’ of the Khrushchev visit if we keep in 
mind the unsmiling purposes of the visit to 
Moscow of Mr. James E. Jackson. 


“It may also help the American people to re- 
tain some scrap of caution during the propaganda 
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preparations of Mr. Khrushchev’s visit if the 
American people will recall that one of the 
pledges by the Soviet Union in 1933, when U. S. 
recognition was granted, was that there would be 
no more activities within this country typified 
by the visit of Mr. James E. Jackson to Moscow 
for orders on how to carry on the war against the 
United States within the United States. 


“Meanwhile, of the Khrushchev invitation, I 
can only comment that to me it reflects incredible 
confusion, illogic and contradiction so far as na- 
tional policy is concerned. 


“Mr. Khrushchev himself had said, in the same 
breath with his warning that he would bury us, 
‘If you don’t like us, don’t invite us to come to 
see you.’ So we have invited our self-announced 
undertaker to call... .” 


ACTION 


pa Eisenhower and the State Department 
timed the invitation to Khrushchev in such a way 
as to leave American patriots little opportunity to 
organize a protest. The outcries of rage and hu- 
miliation from decent Americans were rather 
thinly scattered for a day or two following the 
President's abrupt announcement on August 3 that 
Khrushchev had been invited. 


But within a week patriots had begun to make 
plans. It was then that the State Department be- 
came increasingly vague about Khrushchev’s itin- 
erary in the United States: and that the sycophant 
press and columnists began to hammer the coward- 
ly theme that we must treat the “president’s guest” 
with courtesy. 


Sune patriots began working with the hope of 
exerting so much pressure that the visit would be 


called off. 


Davia Lawrence, in his syndicated column of 


August 8, 1959, said: 


Do the people of the United States really want 
Khrushchev to visit this country? President Eisen- 


hower assumes that they do. The governments of 
Sweden and other Scandinavian countries recent- 


ly issued a similar invitation, but the Soviet 
premier, after accepting it, decided not to go 
there because it was evident the people didn’t 
want him to come. 


What happened in Sweden between the time 
the invitation was extended and the announce- 
ment that Khrushchev had given up the idea for 
the present? A letter from Dr. Bela Fabian, writ- 
ten from Geneva a few days ago, tells the story. 
He is chairman of the Federation of Hungarian 
former political prisoners and was in Sweden at 
the time of the planning for the visit of the Soviet 
premier. Dr. Fabian writes: 


“Naturally, Major General Zacharov, deputy 
chief of the Soviet Security Police, knew that the 
August Committees were preparing mass meet- 
ings and demonstrations. In Sweden 10 meetings 
were to be held simultaneously on August 13. 
The one thing he did not know was whether the 
Swedish people would demonstrate by ostenta- 
tiously staying at home, so that the streets would 
be empty and there would be no one here except 
the police, or that there would be enormous 
crowds who would turn their backs on Khrush- 
chev.” 


Dr. Fabian writes that the August Committees 
contained a large number of members, among 
them prominent intellectuals, several Nobel Prize 
winners, university professors and writers. Many 
student organizations were represented. . . . 


If the Scandinavian plan were put into effect 
in the United States by boycotting the parades or 
by viewing in silence the public events where 
Khrushchey makes his appearance, an orderly 
protest could be registered. 


There may be some in this country who are 
willing to ‘let bygones be bygones,’ but among 
the hundreds of thousands of Americans who 
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came here originally from the lands which now 
are held captive by the Communist dictatorship, 
there will be no suppression of emotions. Their 
point of view toward the Moscow autocracy 
which has ordered the murder or exile of so many 
innocent people in the past several years is deeply 
rooted. They cannot forget... . 


There is talk now of arranging a parade of 
hearses in each American city where Khrushchev 
appears. On each hearse would be placarded the 
statistics of the number of persons murdered or 
exiled from each of the 14 captive countries in 
recent years. This is one type of orderly demon- 
stration. ... 


Nationwide prayers for the liberation of the 
‘captive’ peoples, as well as memorial tributes to 
the many who have been enslaved or killed by 
the ruthless Communist dictators, would at least 
let the rest of the world know that, however 
polite the government has to be to any visitor, 
the people here have the right of free speech. 
They can express their dissent from the position 
of their government, which has invited to free 
America at this crucial time the man who has 
threatened war unless the Western forces sur- 
render Berlin and who has never withdrawn 
that threat. 


Biotin Eugene R. Guild, head of the Fight- 
ing Homefolks of Fighting Men in Glenwood 
Springs, Colorado, says that mothers of American 
soldiers enslaved or killed by communists in Korea 
will march on the White House. 


Mr. Wayne Montgomery, a young rancher at 
Lima, Montana, is trying to encourage people 
throughout his state to make vigorous protest. 


Ms. Belle Jones, a hard-working patriot in Mill 
Valley, California, is working on a movement in 
the San Francisco area, which she hopes will 
spread nationally. She says: 


“We are planning to wear black crepe arm 
bands, and keep our flags at half mast, all the 
time Khrushchev is in this country. We are writ- 
ing letters to the papers in protest. The Swedes 
stopped him from going over to their country, 
just through public opinion. Why can’t we do 
the same?” 


que the most ambitious organized project 
yet afoot is that of Mr. Robert Welch (editor and 
publisher of American Opinion) who several 
weeks ago organized the Committee Against Sum- 
mit Entanglements, with national headquarters at 
385 Concord Avenue, Belmont, Massachusetts. 


Such people as General A. C. Wedemeyer, Fa- 
ther Richard Ginder, Alfred Kohlberg, Dean 
Clarence E. Manion, Spruille Braden, T. Coleman 
Andrews, Pierre S. du Pont 3rd, and Senator Barry 
Goldwater are among the large number of notable 
Americans serving in official position on Mr. 
Welch’s committee. 


The Committee Against Summit Entanglements 
is accepting donations to finance full-page ads in 
newspapers that have a combined circulation of 
more than thirty million, throughout the nation. 


The ad, which the Committee Against Summit 
Entanglements will run, reprints an open letter to 
President Eisenhower, which says: 


“Dear President Eisenhower: 


“We cannot believe that when you agreed to 
the exchange of visits with Nikita Khrushchev 
you were fully aware of the following facts and 
considerations. 


“1. It was Khrushchev’s terrific zeal and utter 
lack of conscience, in killing off those who de- 


viated in the slightest degree from the then 
current Stalin line, after Stalin achieved supreme 


power in 1929, which first brought Khrushchev 
to Stalin’s favorable attention. 
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“2. It was the unrivalled blood-letting by 
Nikita Khrushchev, as Party boss of Moscow 
province from 1934 through 1937, that caused 
Stalin to make him First Secretary of the Ukraine. 


“3. As dictator over the Ukraine, responsible 
only to Stalin, both before and after the German 
occupation, Nikita Khrushchev eradicated ene- 
mies and liquidated opposition on a scale which, 
for combined numbers and cruelty, has probably 
never been equalled. The ninety-five mass graves 
at Vinnitsa, containing nearly ten thousand 
corpses of fully dressed victims — many of whom, 
both men and women, are shown by the evidence 
to have been alive and gasping for breath when 
they were buried — is merely a typical example 
of the horrible fate which Khrushchev inflicted 
on literally millions of residents of the Ukraine. 


“4. It was Khrushchevy’s order which sent Soviet 
tanks, manned by Mongolian crews, rolling into 
Budapest to crush the Hungarian fighters for 
freedom. One of these tanks approached a make- 
shift barricade defended by teenage girls. The 
position of the defenders became desperate. One 
of them, fifteen years old, in a sudden decision, 
poured gasoline over her own clothing, ignited it, 
and then, as a living torch, jumped into the turret 
of the Russian tank and blew it to pieces. This 
shows the hunger for freedom on the part of 


hundreds of millions whom Khrushchev holds 
enslaved. 


“5. As Eugene Lyons pointed out in The 
Reader’s Digest just two years ago, Nikita 
Khrushchey ‘achieved his present status by the 
unlimited use of brute force. This has been his 
speciality for nearly twenty years. He reached 
the Kremlin pinnacle in the only way that the 
Soviet pyramid of power can be scaled: over piles 
of corpses.’ In Khrushchev’s case it seems entirely 
probable that the piles of corpses due directly to 
his personal orders were larger than for any other 
human being (if he can be called one) who 
ever lived. Nikita Khrushchev almost certainly 
holds the record, and deserves the title, of the 
archmurderer of all recorded history. 


“6. From the point of view of morality alone, 
it is a crime against humanity for our govern- 
ment to receive Nikita Khrushchev as an honored 


guest. 


“7. From a practical point of view, it is inex- 
cusable for our government to give Khrushchev 
the undeserved prestige and the propaganda tri- 
umph of fraternizing on equal terms with the 
President of the United States. 


“8. From the point of view of international 
politics, nothing could be more disastrous to 
anti-Communist morale throughout the world, or 
more beneficial to the Communist tyranny, than 
the proposed exchange of visits between Khrush- 
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chev and yourself. 


“9, Experience has proved conclusively that any 
agreement or understanding you might reach 
with Khrushchev, even in this private and un- 
constitutional manner of conducting the foreign 
affairs of our country, would be ignored or bro- 
ken as soon as it suited the convenience of 
Khrushchev or his successors. Every ‘summit con- 
ference’ in which a President of the United States 
has engaged with a Soviet dictator has had dis- 
astrous consequences for ourselves and the free 
world, 


“10. We are engaged in a continuous world- 
wide war — in which actual fighting is going on 
right now, in Algeria, in Indonesia, and in other 
parts of the world—with enemies who have 
sworn to destroy us as a nation and to bury us as 
a people. Even this present and ‘greatest peace 
offensive of all time’ has been openly blueprinted 
by these enemies as a part of their strategy to 
conquer us. 


“This is war to the death; and none the less 
war because the Soviet Union chooses to fight 
that war in its own fashion, with its own weapons 
of trickery, terror, and treason. The recognized 
head of the Soviet Union is Nikita Khrushchev. 
There is no possible question but that the royal 
reception planned for him by our government 


will, at this stage of the struggle, give immense 
aid and comfort to the most vicious and most 
dangerous enemies our country has ever faced. 


“Mr. President, on July 19, 1959, you asked 
the people of the United States ‘to study the 
plight of the Soviet-dominated nations and to 
recommit themselves to the support of the just 
aspirations of the peoples of those captive na- 
tions.’ Having compiled with your request, hav- 
ing studied the pitiful conditions of these fellow 
human beings, and having rededicated ourselves 
to their liberation, we now come to you with a 
request in turn. 


“We respectfully urge you, Mr. President, to 
reconsider your decision; and to insist that the 
Soviet Premier postpone his visit to our country 
until he has shown, by his treatment of the cap- 
tive nations and their enslaved peoples, that he 
is no longer the enemy of freedom and of our- 
selves.” 


Au Americans who care should write or wire 
the President, their Congressman, their Senators, 
their Governor, and their local newspapers — pro- 
testing any and all efforts to receive Nikita 
Khrushchev as a respectable human being. 
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poe Let’s Have A Party 


; 0. August 3, 1959, when President Eisenhower announced the forthcoming exchange of 
aaa _yisits with Soviet dictator Khrushchev, Ray Tucker (columnist for McClure Newspaper Syndicate) 


was among the throng of jubilant journalists who claimed that the whole nation was behind our 
President in this affair. 


DAN SMOOT 


By August 24, Ray Tucker was registering astonishment at the massive opposition which had 
already built up. 


H. said: 


“The growing and surprising volume of political, editorial, and religious criticism of Nikita 
zt Khrushchey’s visit to the United States virtually matches the indignant outbursts that led him 
to cancel his scheduled tour of the Scandinavian states... . 


“Never before, perhaps has the prospective arrival of a foreign figure caused so much tur- 
moil and antagonism... . 


“This storm of anger and indignation, which shows no sign of abatement in the face of 
the Eisenhower plea for courtesy, has been a shock to the White House.” 


That is encouraging news for American patriots: it reveals a basic, national point of agree- 
ment among all Americans who have an instinct for moral decency. 


A new first-generation American from Poland or Czechoslovakia or Bulgaria may not clearly 


understand the importance of states-rights; but he keenly feels the national disgrace of American 
leaders honoring Khrushchev as a guest. 


A southerner, generally preoccupied with the the racial issue which communists and vote-buying 
politicians have created and agitated into something frightfully dangerous, can suffer sympathet- 
ically with the northern Hungarian-American who is asked to be courteously polite while the butcher 
of Budapest makes a triumphal tour through the land of the free and the home of the brave. 


I, there not something dreadfully wrong when both major political parties support a national 
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policy of crushing us with taxes to “fight com- 
munism’’ while fraternizing with, and paying trib- 
ute to, the leading communists of the world? All 
decent Americans have the same answer to that 
question — whether they be New York industrial- 
ists or California union members, Florida truck- 
drivers or Oregon lumberjacks, midwestern farm- 
ers or northeastern school teachers. 


F.: years — most particularly since Dean Ache- 
son was Truman’s Secretary of State — American 
voters have been told that our foreign policy 
should be bipartisan; that we must present a united 
front to the world; that foreign policy must not be 
dragged into the arena of political debate; that, 
after all, the people are not qualified to discuss 
foreign policy: this is something delicate and ab- 
struse that must be left to learned experts. 


Now, it is abundantly clear that the propaganda 
for bipartisanism in foreign affairs has been a 
viciously effective means of bludgeoning the peo- 
ple into silence on all major issues of our time, 
while converting American politics into a tug-of- 
war between sectional groups and special interests, 
all pulling for maximum “benefits” from Congress 
and from the federal treasury. 


Who can effectively argue against the unconsti- 
tutional use of American tax money to provide 
subsidies and handouts to Americans, when both 
political parties support the unconstitutional use 
of American tax money to provide subsidies and 
handouts to practically every foreign government 
on earth? 


The Khrushchev-Eisenhower exchange visit 
deal touched something deep and strong in the 
American people. If patriots will take advantage 
of this situation — will keep spreading enlighten- 
ment about what has happened, and is happening 
to America, and keep feeding the fires of protest 
—they can achieve by November, 1960, something 
which they have tried unsuccessfully to do since 
1948: organize a political party that will restore 
two-party politics in America and give American 
constitutionalists a place to go on election day. 


But they cannot do it by supporting such people 
as Richard Nixon as a “conservative republican” 
merely because he may look a little better in some 
ways than other international socialists prominent 
on the national scene. 


The American two-party political system is 
gone. 


The rival political groups which are called 
Republicans and Democrats are rivals only for 
political power. In purpose, in philosophy, and 
(since 1952 certainly) in the specifics of their pub- 
lished platforms and proposed legislative pro- 
gtams, they are identical. 


Their purpose is to continue and expand the 
basic programs of the New Deal in both domestic 
and foreign affairs. Their philosophy is that human 
beings cannot support and govern themselves de- 
cently unless all aspects of their lives are rigidly 
planned and controlled by government. 


The government is staffed, of course, by human 
beings who — before they became bureaucrats and 
politicians — were, in the New Deal conception 
of things, incompetent to govern and support 
themselves. Yet, once they assume office as gov- 
ernment officials, they magically acquire the wis- 
dom to plan and regulate the lives of everybody. 


The New Deal purpose in foreign affairs is to 
continue America’s involvement in the affairs of 
all other nations until the political and economic 
integration of America into some kind of world 
government is inevitable. 


Thus, each of the major political parties is a 
party of international socialism; but there are 
literally millions of Americans who do not like 
international socialism. They do not have the 
means of registering their opinions politically, be- 
cause they have no nationally organized political 
party. Organizing one is difficult, because the Re- 
publicans and Democrats — in virtual control of 
all the major means of shaping public opinion, 
and paying lip service to America’s traditional 
governmental system and to the virtues of a free 
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economy — keep the people confused about the 
true purposes of the major parties. Moreover, elec- 
tion laws im all the states were written by and for 
Republicans and Democrats. 


The difficulty of getting a party for patriots on 
the ballot is discouraging. It keeps many patriots 
dreaming about an ideal solution: party realign- 
ment. If all ‘liberals’ in the Republican and Demo- 
cratic parties would join one party and honestly 
admit that it stands for international socialism, 
then all conservatives could join another party and 
stand honestly for nationalism and a free economy. 


This is an attractive dream, but it is totally re- 
moved from reality. International socialists will 
never withdraw into one party and call it by its 
right name, because they are in tight control of 
both parties. 


Does anyone doubt this? Look at the record. 


Vice Presidential candidate Richard M. Nixon, 
in one of his 1952 campaign speeches, said: 


“The Democrats have started a fear campaign, 
because they are afraid if we go to Washington, 
we will investigate and send someone to jail — 
and that is just what we are going to do.” 


4 its 1952 platform, the Republican Party said: 


“We shall eliminate from the State Depart- 
ment, and from every federal office, all, wherever 
they may be found, who share responsibility for 
the needless predicaments and perils in which we 
find ourselves.” 


By 1956, the Republicans were pretending they 
had never talked that way. The State Department 
remained the same as it was in 1952. And the 
jails were not crowded with communists exposed 
by Republicans. 


In fact, the Eisenhower Republicans — once in 
office — turned their heavy guns, not on the com- 
munists, but on the anti-communists. 


Boia Truman, the American public was be- 
ginning to realize that somewhere, somehow, com- 
munists and their sympathizers held the levers of 


power in Washington and were influencing high- 
level decisions detrimental to the best interests of 
America. Hence, under Truman a powerful anti- 
communist movement had developed in America 
—powerful enough to elect Eisenhower and Nixon 
on their promise to turn the rascals out. 


Before their first term ended, Eisenhower and 
Nixon had virtually destroyed organized anti- 
communism in America. 


I. their 1952 platform, the Republicans said: 


“By the (Truman) Administration’s appease- 
ment of Communism at home and abroad it has 
permitted Communists and their fellow travelers 
to serve in many key agencies and to infiltrate 
our American life. When such infiltration became 
notorious through the revelations of Republicans 
in Congress the executive department stubbornly 
refused to deal with it openly and vigorously. It 
raised the false cry of ‘red herring’ and took other 
measures to block and discredit investigations. It 
denied files and information to Congress .... We 
pledge not to infringe by censorship or gag 
order the right of a free people to know what 
their government is doing.” 


& 1953, when Senator McCarthy was trying to 
investigate the United States Information Service, 
President Eisenhower raised the false cry of ‘book 
burning’ and did everything in his power to block 
and discredit the investigation. 


In 1954, he did block and discredit McCarthy’s 
investigation of communist influence in the Army. 
He denied files and information to Congress. He 
sternly enforced the old Truman presidential gag 
order which prohibits employees of the executive 
branch of government from giving information to 
Congressional investigators — going much further 
than Truman had ever gone; and he made it quite 
impossible for a free people to know what their 
government was doing when Peress was promoted 
in the army, after having been identified as a 
communist. 


It was the Eisenhower-Nixon combine, joining 
forces with McCarthy's other enemies, which final- 
ly destroyed America’s Number One symbol of 


anti-communism. 
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By August, 1959, Eisenhower ranked as the 
world’s Number One appeaser of communism — 
and Nixon was wholeheartedly supporting him in 
that role. 


The 1952 Republican Party platform said: 


“We charge the present (Truman) Administra- 
tion with seeking to destroy the farmers’ freedom. 
We denounce the Administration’s use of tax 
money and a multitude of federal agencies to 
put agriculture under partisan political dictation 
and to make the farmer dependent upon Govern- 
ment. We condemn the Brannan plan which 
aims to control the farmer and to socialize agri- 
culture .... We condemn as a fraud on both the 
farmer and the consumer the Brannan-plan 
scheme to pay direct subsidies from the Federal 
Treasury in lieu of prices to producers.” 


Under the modern republicans, the farm prob- 
lem went from bad to worse, for four years. In 
1956, the modern republicans solemnly presented 
the nation — as something new and exciting in the 
way of farm programs — the old Brannan Plan 
which they had bitterly denounced in 1952. They 
didn’t call it the Brannan Plan. They called it the 
Soil Bank; but it was merely the old Brannan 
scheme with a few alterations and a new name. 
Before the year was out, the Soil Bank had proven 
itself even worse than Henry Wallace’s early New 
Deal-communist program of killing little pigs and 
plowing under corn. 


By August, 1959, the farm problem was in 
worse shape than ever before in history; and the 
modern republicans were “accepting” the left- 
wing Democrats’ Food Stamp Plan for giving 
American agricultural surpluses away to Ameri- 
cans, because the administration had tried un- 
successfully to reduce the costly surpluses by giv- 
ing them away abroad — and couldn’t now think 
of any other way to dispose of them. 


0. the subject of federal aid to education, the 
Republicans in their 1952 platform said: 


“The responsibility for sustaining . . . popular 
education has always rested upon the local com- 
munities and the States. We subscribe fully to 


this principle.” 


Gericral Eisenhower, the republican presiden- 
tial candidate, was on record as saying that people 
who recommend federal aid to education are ex- 
travagant, dishonest, and “really more dangerous 
to our form of government than any external 
threat that can possibly be arrayed against us.” 


By January, 1956, President Eisenhower was 
urging a massive program of federal aid to edu- 
cation; and by August, 1959, he held a record: he 
had recommended more federal aid to education 
than all other American Presidents combined. 


About the Democrats’ conduct of the Korean 
war, the Republicans in their 1952 platform said: 


“By their hampering orders they produced 
stalemates and ignominious bartering with our 
enemies, and they offer no hope of victory.” 


D ace in office, the Republicans retained all of 
the orders which hampered our soldiers in the 
conduct of the Korean war. They prolonged the 
stalemates and the ignominious bartering with our 
enemies. They abandoned all pretense of achiev- 
ing victory; and they finally concluded a shame- 
ful armistice on terms prescribed by the enemy. 


Ever since the summit meeting at Geneva in 
July, 1955, our representatives have been engaged 
in ignominious bartering with the Chinese Com- 
munists, vainly trying to secure the release of some 
of the Americans which the Reds have imprisoned 
in China. 


The 1952 Republican Party platform said: 


“Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam were the scenes 
of .. . tragic blunders . . . . The Government of 
the United States, under Republican leadership, 
will repudiate all commitments contained in 
secret understandings such as those at Yalta which 
aid Communist enslavements . . . . (The Republi- 
can) program will mark the end of the negative, 
futile and immoral policy of ‘containment’ which 
abandons countless human beings to a despotism 
and godless terrorism which in turn enables the 
rulers to forge the captives into a weapon for 


Page 276 


our destruction.” 


I. 1953, the Republican State Department pre- 
pared for the Senate a resolution which expressed 
approval of the commitments which Roosevelt 
made at Yalta. The resolution was so bad that the 
Republican controlled Senate rejected it. 


4 the summer of 1955, President Eisenhower, 
at Geneva, made the communists a promise which 
virtually disarmed America as a deterrent to Soviet 
imperialism: Eisenhower promised that we would 
not use our best weapons (our atomic energy weap- 
ons) against Russia. At that conference, he also 
instituted “cultural exchanges” with the Soviets — 
a program which has been a rich blessing to Soviet 
propaganda and espionage activities, and which 
has forced American taxpayers to pay for these 
activities in our country. 


Eisenhower's grinning amiability toward the 
Soviet dictators at Geneva in 1955, his help to 
them in suppressing rebellions in their slave em- 
pire in 1956, and his act of homage to them in 
1959 when he invited Khrushchev to America, 
have done more in the way of abandoning “count- 
less human beings to a despotism and godless 
terrorism” than all of the Roosevelt-Truman deals 
which the 1952 Republican platform condemned. 


[., July, 1952, the Republican Party platform 
said: 


“We shall see to it that no treaty or agreement 
with other countries deprives our citizens of the 
rights guaranteed them by the Federal Constitu- 
tion.” 


[. July, 1953, the Republican-controlled Senate, 
under pressure from the Republican President, 
ratified the Status of Forces Treaty which did 
deprive American soldiers overseas “of the rights 
guaranteed them by the Federal Constitution.” 


i. their 1952 platform, the Republicans said: 


“We shall always measure our foreign commit- 
ments so that they can be borne without endan- 
gering the economic health or sound finances of 
the United States. ... 


“Our goal is a balanced budget, a reduced na- 
tional debt. . . . and a cut in taxes.” 


B, 1959, Eisenhower had accumulated more 
and bigger deficits than his predecessor. At the 
time when the 1959 fiscal year was closing with 
the biggest peace-time deficit in history and the 
nation was worried about its “economic health” 
because of inflation (caused by government spend- 
ing and deficit financing) President Eisenhower 
was threatening to call Congress back into special 
session if it did not give him all the foreign aid 
he asked. 


The President was telling Congress and the 
people that his foreign aid program is necessary 
to fight Khrushchev’s communism at the very time 
when he was arranging to invite Khrushchev to 
America as an honored guest of the nation. 


Wheress the 1952 Republican platform took 
issue with some Democrat programs and promised 
to change them, the 1956 Republican platform 
was identical in philosophy, and practically identi- 
cal in detail, with the platform of the Democrats. 


In 1956, both major parties condemned com- 
munism, talked about the importance of individual 
liberty, and proclaimed undying faith in America’s 
free economy—while promising communistic pro- 
grams to eliminate all individual freedom in 
order to make every individual a servant and ward 
of the federal government. 


In 1956, both parties promised to push the 
federal government even further into the un- 
constitutional business of controlling, planning, 
subsidizing and dominating the nation’s economic 
activities — thus revealing that they have no faith 
in the “free economy” which they rhetorically 
praise. Both political parties promised to continue 
the communist activity of taxing some for the 
benefit of others. 


l. short, the domestic programs of democrats 
and republicans in 1956 as spelled out in their 
official platforms, promised to do everything for 
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“the people” except leave them alone. 


The foreign policy planks of both parties were 
also identical. 


The Republicans claimed that President Eisen- 
hower had conducted the Truman-Acheson-Mar- 
shall policy better than Truman-Acheson-Marshall 
ever conducted it. 


The Democrats, bitter about this claim, were 
quite shrill in insisting that Democrats could ad- 
minister Democrats’ policies better than Republi- 
cans could. 


The 1956 Democrat platform sputtered angrily 
through fifteen long paragraphs about how badly 
Eisenhower had conducted the Democrats’ foreign 
policy; and then, running out of invective, it con- 
cluded with the sentence that summed up the 
entire struggle between the two parties in 1956: 
“This is a task for Democrats.” 


The Republicans insisted it was a task for Re- 
publicans. Both parties agreed (indeed they have 
been in agreement for many years) that the task 
is the same. 


on astute observer of American politics must 
have observed the growing party bitterness in 
America since the two major parties adopted the 
same program. 


Every bill discussed in Congress, every major 
move that comes to the attention of the public — 
is a party maneuver, to claim credit for something 
believed attractive to special voters, a jockeying 
for political advantage. Not one major issue be- 
fore Congress in 1959 was handled by either party 
as a sincere effort to solve a national problem. 


The reason for this is obvious. Inasmuch as 
both parties stand for the same thing, the only 
special appeal that either party has is to discredit 
the other and claim credit for itself. 


The leftwing Democrats show more bitterness 
and party feeling than the Republicans do. This, 
too, is easy to understand. 


The old Democratic party repudiated everything 
it used to stand for in order to gain the support 
of socialists, labor czars, big city bosses, and 
minority groups. The Republicans, having lacked 
the daring and initiative to pioneer in such politi- 
cal wizardry, stole the Democrats’ platform. 


The result is that America’s leading politicians, 
while still mouthing dishonest cliches about the 
sacredness of America’s two-party system, have so 
prostituted themselves to political expediency that 
our old two-party system is dead. 


The two major parties, standing for the same 
philosophy of government, are not real parties: 
they are coalitions of numerous factions, like 
political parties in Europe. 


Rensics is, in fact, developing a political sys- 
tem like that of Europe where parties speak for 
special interests — for the landed gentry, commer- 
cial interests, the peasantry, organized labor, for 
or against Catholicism, for or against the Jews. 


Key elections in the United States—as in 
Europe — are decided by minority groups, voting 
as a bloc. 


Meanwhile, millions of Americans who do not 
want special favoritism and who are, therefore, 
not organized as special-interest groups, have no 
party at all to represent them. 


li you think that the United Nations is a 
treacherous organization, conceived for the long- 
range purpose of establishing a one-world state 
of international socialism, what political party can 
you turn to to represent your point of view? Both 
of our major political parties wholeheartedly en- 
dorse the United Nations. 


I; you think this nation is headed for disaster 
because we are squandering our resources all over 
the earth, building up great armaments factories 
and industrial plants in places like Italy, where all 
industry is controlled by communist labor unions 
and where the government itself could fall into 
the hands of the communists at any election; 
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spending hundreds of millions of American tax 
dollars to increase industrial production in Eng- 
land, where the chief objective of governmental 
policy is to appease the Soviets and convert the 
communists into customers for British industries; 
maintaining large numbers of American troops 
in Europe, where, in the opening days of another 
great war, they would be annihilated without sup- 
port from the French, who have given unmistaka- 
ble proof that they will not support us; pouring 
economic and technical assistance into India, 
whose so-called neutrality is consistently expressed 
in terms of hostility toward us and friendliness 
toward the communists; continuing to do all of 
these things year in and year out, while unable 
to balance our own budget at home, and while 
the evidence is overwhelming that the people who 
receive our gifts are more likely to be neutral or 
to use our own goods against us than to stand with 
us against the Soviets; doing all of this while 
each year appropriating too little for the kind of 
scientific research and continental defense that 
might protect America against the super-weapons 
which we know the Soviets have — if you think 
all of these policies are bad for America, what 
political party will you turn to? 


[: you think America must depend on her own 


strength for survival, rather than on mutual de- 
fense pacts and collective security alliances with 
nations who will accept our aid until they bleed us 
white, but who would not stand and fight with 
us one day if the Soviets should decide to make 
war, you cannot find a home in either major 
political party. The leaders of both parties are 
internationalists who scorn your point of view as 
reactionary and isolationist. 


I; you believe that politicians should get off our 
backs and keep their hands out of our pockets 
and use the establishment of government solely 
for the constitutional purpose of keeping us from 
harming each other by fraud and violence (that 
is, of securing us in our God-given rights to life, 
liberty and the pursuit of happiness) so that we 
Americans can solve our problems as free men, 
with God’s help — what political party can you 
turn to for representation? 

Leaving us alone to manage our own affairs is 
the one thing which Republicans and Democrats 
will never promise to do for us. 


A political party organized honestly to make 
that promise, with candidates who are able men 
honestly determined to keep it, could put a man 
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in the White House in 1960. 


I cannot suggest a practical plan for getting this 
done. I do not know how the movement could be 


organized and financed. 


But I know that my mail is a better “‘cross-sec- 
tion sampling of public opinion” from all parts of 
America than any Gallup Poll you will ever see. 
Watching the boiling, widespread rebellion 
against the shameful and disastrous foreign and 
domestic policies of government — particularly 
during the past three weeks since the Khrushchev 
visit was annonuced —has convinced me that 
Americans are ready for a political party which 
will stand for decent nationalism and constitu- 
tional principles. 


THE FREE WORLD 


_ atte is a poverty stricken country on the heel 
of the Arabian peninsula. Its ruler, the Imam, is 
an absolute monarch. 


In the spring of 1959, the Imam went to Rome 


for a four-month rest cure. While he was in Rome, 
his son, the crown prince, tried to institute some 
political reforms in Yemen. Getting word of this, 
the Imam rushed back to his kingdom in early 
August, 1959, to punish all who had taken part 
in the reforms. 


The Imam said: 


“I swear by Allah that I shall behead every 
black and every white whenever a complaint is 
submitted to me against him... . 


“Christians and their agents will be severely 
dealt with. Thank God I know them and they are 
now in my grasp. Some will have their heads cut 
off, others their legs and hands.” 


B, the end of August, the Imam had beheaded 
and mutilated a batch of Christians — exact num- 


ber not known. 


cenit a British protectorate, is part of the @ 


free world which our government has been sup- 
porting with taxes imposed on American Chris- 
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